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The object of the following pages is to 
enquire and ascertain, from the internal 
evidence afforded by the Fourth Gospel, 
whether that Gospel was written by the 
Apostle St. John. It is not proposed to dis- 
cuss the questions which have been raised 
as to the authenticity of this Gospel, founded 
upon the supposed want of testimony on the 
part of contemporary authorities, or of per- 
sons living near the time of its first promul- 
gation. On the one hand, it is asserted that 
the tradition which testifies to its being the 
work of St. John, can be traced to those 
whose existence approached very nearly to 
the time of the Apostle ; on the other, that 
no genuine testimony to the authenticity of 
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this Gospel is of an earlier date than the 
year of Christ 180. Thus much, at least, 
may be maintained as far as regards external 
evidence — that there is not the same full 
and satisfactory amount of it in the case of 
the Fourth Gospel, as in that of the other 
three. 

With regard to internal evidence, before 
descending to particulars, this general obser- 
vation is to be made — namely, that the 
personal character and demeanour of our 
Saviour, his style and mode of teaching, as 
represented in the Fourth Gospel, bear a 
totally different aspect from that in which 
they appear in the three Synoptic Gospels. 
In Matthew, Mark, and Luke our Saviour 
stands before us as the meek and lowly 
Jesus : ' meek and lowly in heart,' as he 
says of himself (Matt. xi. 29). On suitable 
occasions, indeed, he asserted his own dig- 
nity : he did not hesitate to say of himself, 
'Behold a greater than Solomon is here/ 
But he did not, as in the Fomth Gospel, 
obtrude his pretensions upon his hearers : 
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SO far from it, that he took precautions to 
prevent the knowledge of his attributes as 
Messiah being imparted to the Jewish nation, 
or even to the general mass of his own dis- 
ciples. When casting out unclean spirits, 
' He straitly charged them that they should 
not make him known ' (Mark iii. 12). And 
when Peter made the notable confession, 
' Thou art the Christ, the Son of the hving 
God,' he charged his disciples 'that they 
should tell no man that he was Jesus the 
Christ ' (Matt. xvi. 20). Now, according to 
the authority of the Fourth Gospel, our 
Lord, in an early part of his ministry — 
namely, to the woman of Samaria — declared 
himself to be the Messiah (John iv. 26). To 
her he also said, ' Whosoever drinketh of 
the water that I shall give him shall never 
thirst ; but the water that I shall give him 
shall be in him a well of water springing up 
into everlasting Hfe ' (John iv. 14). And to 
the Jews, ' My Father worketh hitherto, and 
I work' (John v. 17). This was understood 
by the Jews as implying that he made him- 
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self equal with God. ' What things soever 
he ' (the Father) ' doeth, these also doeth the 
Son Ukewise' (John v. 19). 'The Son 
quickeneth whom he will ' (ibid. 21). * All 
men should honour the Son, even as they 
honour the Father ' {ibid. 23). * I am the 
bread of life ' (John vi. 35). * I came down 
from heaven.' ' I am the living bread which 
came down from heaven ' (ibid. 38). * If 
any man thirst, let him come unto me ' 
(John vii. 37). * K a man keep my saying, 
he shall never see death' (John viii. 51). 
' Before Abraham was, I am ' {ibid. 58). 'I 
am the door of the sheep' (John x. 7), 
* By me if any man enter in, he shall be 
saved ' {ibid. 9), * I am the good shepherd * 
(ibid. 11). *I and my Father are one' 
{ibid. 30). * I am the resurrection, and the 
life ' (John xi. 25). There is nothing hke 
these passages in any one of the other 
Gk)spels. In no part of them does our 
Saviour put forward his personal pretensions 
and attributes. For his teaching, indeed — ^for 
the precepts which he sets before his dis- 
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•ciples — he claims a Divine and saving charac- 
ter. * He taught as one having authority, and 
not as the Scribes.' He does also assert that 
no man can know the Father except through 
himself the Son, and he exhorts all that la- 
bour and are heavy laden to come unto him, 
to take his yoke upon them and to leam 
of him (Matt, xi* 28, 29)i And he compares 
the man who hears his sayings to one who 
founds his house on a rock, and the man 
who rejects them to one who builds on the 
sand. But the tone of all these assertions is 
very different from that which he is made to 
adopt in the passages cited from the Fourth 
©ospel, most of which are put forward: — if 
one may be permitted the expression — in 
an assuming, a contentious, and an arrogant 
spirit ; the strongest of the passages in the 
other Gospels (namely, that in Matt, xi.) 
being tempered, on the contrary, with meek- 
ness and humility : ' Take my yoke upon 
you, and learn of me ; for I am meek and 
lowly in heart.' 

The style of teaching in the Fom*th Gospel 
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is mostly dogmatical, laying down abstract 
principles of doctrine, rather than rules of 
moral conduct for the improvement of the 
hearers. In the conversation with Nicodemus 
our Lord is made to say, * Except a man be 
born again, he cannot see the kingdom of 
God,' and ' Except a man be born of water 
and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the king- 
dom of God.' And through the whole of 
this discourse, and in all his controversies 
with the Jews, the tone is the same. Through- 
out this Gospel there is no teaching by means 
of parables, and indeed, to the mass of the 
disciples, there is hardly given any moral in- 
struction at all. It would be difficult to find 
in it so much as two moral precepts addressed 
to the multitude at large. In short, the main 
object of our Saviour's life, as set forth in the 
three Synoptic Gospels, appears to have been 
to instruct, exhort, and improve his hearers. 
The main object of his hfe, as exhibited in 
the Fourth Gospel, appears to have been to 
exalt and glorify himself. Now, can we doubt 
which of these characters is the real cha- 
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racter of our Blessed Lord, and, consequently, 
which of these contradictory accounts is the 
true one ? 

From the three Synoptic Gospels it would 
appear that our Lord's mission, and teaching, 
and performance of miracles were confined to 
GaUlee and the neighbouring districts, and 
Capernaum is named as his own city (Matt. ix. 
1 ; Mark ii. 1). No mention is made of his 
visiting Jerusalem until the last week before 
his crucifixion ; and from these histories, if 
they were the only ones before us, we should 
infer that, if he went up to Jerusalem at all in 
the course of his three years' ministry, it was 
only, as other Jews would do, for the purpose 
of attending the Passover and other periodical 
feasts, and that, certainly, he did not perform 
any one single miracle there during all that 
period of time. And, reasoning on proba- 
bilities, we should judge that our Saviour 
adopted this course of proceeding in con- 
formity with those motives of prudence which 
appear to have actuated him in his general 
conduct — his prudence being, in fact, a 
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portion of his Divine wisdom, and flowing 
from it. Now, what is the effect produced 
by the separate consideration of the Fourth 
Gospel? Is it not this — that Judaea and 
Jerusalem were the places to which our 
Lord's mission was in the main confined — 
that his visits to Galilee were only occasional 
— and that in Jerusalem, year after year, the 
most remarkable miracles were performed, 
not one of which is recorded by the other 
Evangelists ? After the marriage at Cana 
in Galilee, it is said that Jesus ' went down 
to Capernaum, he, and his mother, and his 
brethren, and his disciples: and they con- 
tinued there not many days. And the Jews' 
Passover was at hand, and Jesus went up to 
Jerusalem' (John ii. 12, 13), After the in- 
terview with Nicodemus, it is stated that 
' Jesus and his disciples came into the land of 
Judaea ; and there he tarried with them, and 
baptized ' (John iii. 22). In the next chapter 
he is said to have left Judaea and departed 
again into Galilee, but in John v. he is again 
spoken of as being in Jerusalem. Then in 
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John vi. we find him in Galilee, where the 
miracle of feeding the five thousand was per- 
formed. And it is said,'After these things Jesus 
walked in Galilee ; for he would not walk in 
Jewry, because the Jews sought to kill him ' 
(John vii. 1). Would it not be inferred fi:om 
this passage that Jewry was the chosen scene 
of our Lord's ministry, and would have been 
the actual scene of it, but for the danger which 
is here referred to ? However, shortly after- 
wards, he goes up to the Feast of Tabernacles 
(ibid. 10). He continues then at Jerusalem or 
in its neighbourhood (John viii.), goes to the 
Mount of OKves, and early in the morning 
comes again into the temple, and there 
teaches the people. It is at Jerusalem that 
he restores to sight a man born blind, and it 
is only upon the Jews seeking to take him 
that, in order to escape out of their hands, 
he goes away beyond Jordan. There he ap- 
pears to have remained until he proceeds to 
Bethany, on hearing of the death of Lazarus. 
After raising Lazarus from the dead (John xi.), 
and in consequence of the Chief Priests and 
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Pharisees taking counsel together to put him 
to death, our Lord, it is said, ' walked no 
more openly among the Jews'-^r-still as if the 
principal object of his mission were Judaea 
— ' but went thence unto a country near to 
the wilderness, into a city called Ephraim ' 
(still in Judaea), ' and there continued with 
his disciples.' 

It is not, in general, saft or reasonable to 
argue from the omission by other Evangelists 
that a statement made by one of them should 
therefore be considered of doubtful authority. 
But it is very different when we find entire 
passages in our Saviour's life — ^the perform- 
ance of miracles year after year at Jeru- 
salem, his teachings there, and his disputar 
tions with the Jews — altogether unnoticed by 
any one of the three first Evangelists ; their 
silence on the subject cannot be explained in 
the same manner as the accidental omission 
to notice some particular miracle or discourse. 
The learned Dean of St. Paul's, in his * History 
of Christianity,' feeling this difficulty, suggests 
that, possibly, these visits of our Saviour to 
Jerusalem were made in company with St. 
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John aloae. His being so accompanied would 
be unlike all the acts of his hfe, as those 
acts are recorded in the Synoptic Gospels, 
according to which he was always accom- 
panied by three at least of his disciples. If 
the transaction related in John ii. 13-22 is 
looked at, it will certainly appear to be there 
represented that his disciples generally — and 
not one of them only — were with him in the 
temple at Jerusalem. After our Lord's con- 
ference with Nicodemus, his disciples are said 
to have accompanied him into the *land of 
Judaea ' (John iii. 22) ; and when the miracle 
of restoring to sight the man born blind took 
place at Jerusalem, the disciples appear to 
have been present (John ix. 2). 

From the account given by St. Matthew 
of our Lord's entry into Jerusalem, it might 
be inferred that he entered it as a stranger : 
' And when he was come into Jerusalem, all 
the city was moved, saying, Wlio is this ? 
And the multitude said, This is Jesus the 
prophet of Nazareth of Galilee ' (Matt. 
xxi. 10, 11). But if our Saviour was year 
after year in Jerusalem, as recorded in the 
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Fourth Gospel ; if he there, pubhcly in the 
temple, exercised his Divine authority, by 
driving out of the temple those that sold 
oxen and sheep and doves, as well as the 
sheep and oxen themselves, and by pouring 
out the changers' money and overthrowing 
the tables (John ii. 14, 15) ; if he there per- 
formed the notable miracle of healing the 
man * which had an infirmity thirty- and-eight 
years ' (John v.) ; if he there performed the 
still more notable miracle of restoring to 
sight a man bom blind (John ix.) ; if in the 
temple he taught the people, ' and many of 
the people believed on him' (John vii. 31) ; 
if in the temple, and publicly, he contended 
with the Pharisees ; if the influence acquired 
by his miracles and his teaching was so for- 
midable that Hhe Pharisees and the Chief 
Priests sent officers to take him' (John vii. 
32) ; — if this was the real state of things, his 
person must have been perfectly well known 
at Jerusalem, and the question ' Who is this ? ' 
could scarcely have been asked. But if our 
Lord, on this last occasion, re-entered Jeru- 
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salem as a stranger, then all these accounts 
of his works and miracles at former periods 
at Jerusalem must be fabulous, and whoever 
invented and indited them, it could not be 
the Apostle St. John. 

The general aspect of our Lord's ministry, 
as depicted in the Fourth Gospel, being dis- 
posed of, we now come to the particular 
passages in it, which show either improba- 
bility in themselves, or inconsistency with 
the other Gospels. 

The first passage to be noted is that which 
refers to the baptism of our Lord (John i. 33). 
John the Baptist is there made to say, that 
before he baptized him he did not know him. 
Now, how is this to be reconciled with the 
account given in Matt. iii. 13-15, from 
which it clearly appears that John the Baptist 
did know him ? — ' I have need to be baptized 
of thee, and comest thou to me ? ' And cer- 
tainly, if the antecedent history of the family 
of our Lord and of St. John the Baptist, the 
relationship of their respective mothers, and 
the circumstances which occurred on the visit 
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of the Virgin Mary to Elizabeth (Luke i. 
3^9-45), are fairly taken into account^ it seems 
highly improbable that John the Baptist 
should have been ignorant of our Lord's 
person and pretensions. Such are the pro- 
babilities of the case — to which, however, it 
is hardly necessary to have recourse in the 
way of argument, since there is a. manifest 
contradiction between the two Gospels : the 
one plainly implies that the Baptist did know 
our Lord before he baptized him ; according 
to the other, the Baptist expressly declares 
that he did not. 

In John ii. 14-16 an account is given of 
what is called, by commentators, ' the first 
purging of the temple.' Jesus is here repre- 
sented to have performed, in the very first 
year of his ministry, the same act which he 
undoubtedly performed in the last week of 
his earthly life. Now, is it likely that, when 
he went up to Jerusalem a comparatively 
obscure and unimportant Galilean, he would 
have taken this authority upon himself? 
When he cleared the temple, according to 
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the other Evangelists, he was in the fiill flush 
of a popular triumph ; he had the people on 
his side — the popular voice in his favour. 
From Luke xxii. 2 it appears that the rulers 
of the Jews— the Chief Priests and Scribes 
— ^in seeking how they might kill him, were 
wary in the measures that they took for the 
purpose, 'for they feared the people.' And 
Judas (ibid. 6) was ' to betray him unto them 
in the absence of the multitude.' But they 
could have had no such fear on the occasion 
referred to in the Fourth Gospel. And it 
seems improbable that our Saviour would 
have committed the imprudence of thus pre- 
maturely exposing himself to the anger of 
the Jewish rulers, and of drawing upon him- 
self their vengeance. When questioned by 
the Jews for this act of authority, and asked 
for a sign in proof of it, our Lord is made to 
say, 'Destroy this temple, and in three days 
I will raise it up' (John ii. 19). Now, in 
Mark xiv. 58 it is said, not only that the wit- 
nesses who attempted to prove that he used 
these words did not agree together in their 
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testimony, but that that testimony was false. 
If our Saviour did really utter these words— 
'Destroy this temple, and in three days I will 
raise it up ' — and if he uttered them publicly 
in the temple and in the face of his enemies, 
there could, it seems, have been no diflSculty 
in proving them, and there could have been 
no necessity for producing false witnesses for 
that purpose. It seems, therefore, reasonable 
to conclude that the words in question were 
not uttered by our Lord, as stated in the 
Fourth Gospel, and that the credit of the 
Fourth Gospel is, consequently, impeachable 
in this respect. 

In John iv. there is an account of a sup- 
posed visit of our Lord to Sychar, a city of 
Samaria, and of his conversation there with a 
Samaritan woman. We are entitled to call 
it a supposed visit, for there is every proba- 
bility against its having taken place. When 
Jesus sent forth his twelve disciples to preach, 
and to heal the sick, and to cast out devils, 
he said unto them, 'Into any city of the 
Samaritans enter ye not: but go rather to 
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the lost sheep of the house of Israel' (Matt. 
X. 5, 6). Having given them this charge, is 
it likely that he would act in direct opposi- 
tion to it? It is another objection to this 
narrative that it represents our Saviour as 
being alone with the Samaritan woman at 
the well, it being our Saviour's practice, on 
all occasions when he was likely to encounter 
the presence of his fellow-men, to have a 
certain number of his disciples (three at 
least), as witnesses and companions. A still 
greater objection is, that oiu* Lord is made 
to declare to the woman that he was the 
Christ, this declaration being quite inconsis- 
tent with his repeated injunctions to his dis- 
ciples — and at a later period too — to tell no 
man that he was the Christ If this avowal 
of his being the Christ really took place, how 
could the sturdy good sense of the Galilean 
fishermen, his disciples, reconcile this with 
the subsequent injunction to keep it secret ? 
Would they not say, ' How is it that our Lord 
charges us to tell no man that he is Jesus 
the Christ, when we know that he explicitly 

c 2 



20 WAS ST. JOHN THE AUTHOR OP 

declared to the woman of Samaria that he was 
the Christ, and when we heard the Samari- 
tans of her city say, " We know that this is 
indeed the Christ, the Saviour of the world?"* 
To establish this proposition, that Jesus 
was really the Christ, was the express object 
of the Fourth Gospel: 'But these are written, 
that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, 
the Son of God' (John xx. 31). If St. John 
was the author of that Gospel, is it not very 
remarkable that no notice should be taken 
in it of that avowal of Peter — ' Thou art the 
Christ, the Son of the living God?' (Matt, 
xvi. 16). The Apostle John must have heard 
it, and must have heard our Saviour's answer 
— 'Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-jona: for flesh 
and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but 
my Father which is in heaven.' This was an 
expression which, from its force and solem- 
nity, must have struck those who heard it. 
To believers, moreover, it was the best proof 
that Jesus was the Christ, because it came as 
an undoubted revelation from heaven. And 
yet St. John is supposed to have written a 



THE FOURTH GOSPEL? 21 

Gospel for the express purpose of establishing 
this proposition, and to have ignored this 
passage in our Saviour's hfe, which most 
clearly estabhshed it. 

It will of course be conceded that it would 
be inconsistent with the Divine wisdom to 
make a special revelation of a fact or doc- 
trine which was previously known and ac- 
knowledged, and which human reason had 
sufficed to discover. Of a matter so dis- 
covered, or so discoverable, it may well be 
said, ' There needs no ghost to tell us that* 
Now, Peter's avowal, in Matt, xvi., was made 
after the two miracles of the loaves and fishes. 
Long before these miracles took place, if we 
are to believe the Fourth Gospel, it was well 
known to our Lord's disciples that he was the 
Messiah, or Christ. Li John i. 41, Peter is 
told by his brother Andrew, ' We have found 
the Messias.' And it is evidently intended 
to represent Nathanael as making the same 
assertion of Jesus being the Messiah, when 
he said, ' Thou art the Son of God ; thou art 
the King of Israel' (John i. 49). Calling 
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Jesus the Son of God did not necessarily im- 
ply that he was the Christ, for before Peter's 
avowal— on the occasion of Peter's walking 
on the water — the disciples ' worshipped him, 
saying, Of a truth thou art the Son of God * 
(Matt. xiv. 33). But the assertion that Jesus 
was the King of Israel, certainly did imply 
that he was the Messiah ; and it was no doubt 
introduced into the Fourth Gospel to signify 
that he was so. Our Lord's declaring to the 
woman of Samaria that he was the Christ, 
has already been adverted to, and also the 
Samaritan's acknowledging him as such ; and 
it must not be forgotten that this took place 
before the miracle of the loaves and fishes, 
and consequently before Peter's avowal. It 
is very remarkable that Jesus should, up to 
a very late period, be enjoining his disciples to 
tell no man that he was the Christ, and should 
at the same time be asserting publicly and 
openly before the people what the writer of 
the Fourth Gospel certainly intended to be 
equivalent to his claiming that title : ' I am 
the bread of life ' (John vi. 48) ; ' the living 
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bread which came down from heaven ' (John 
vi. 51) ; ' the light of the world ' (John ix. 5) ; 
' I and my Father are one ' (John x. 30) — an 
assertion which the Jews treated as blas- 
phemy, saying to him, 'Because that thou, 
being a man, makest thyself God ;' and then 
the following assertions : ' Before Abraham 
was, I am ' (John viii. 58) ; ' I am from 
above: I am not of this world;' 'If ye 
beUeve not that I am he, ye shall die in your 
sins ' (John viii. 23, 24) ; and, lastly, in an- 
swer to the Jews' demand, ' If thou be the 
Christ, tell us plainly,' our Lord's answer, 
' I told you, and ye beUeved not ' (John x. 
24, 25). All these declarations, in a Gospel 
written expressly to prove that Jesus was the 
Christ, must be taken as tending towards the 
proof of his being so ; and they are quite in- 
consistent with the general scheme of our 
Saviour's life as exhibited in the other 
three Gospels — that general scheme being 
founded on the poUcy of holding back all 
pretensions to the character of Messiah until 
the last week of his life, when it was no 
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longer necessary to keep measures with his 
enemies, and when the time had come for 
his witnessing a good confession. 

In John iii. 22, and in John iv. 1, 2, men- 
tion is made of Jesus baptizing, or rather of 
his disciples baptizing in his name. Now, in 
the three first Gospels, no mention is made 
either of our Saviour baptizing at any time; 
or of his disciples baptizing at all until after 
his resurrection. In sending out the twelve 
(Matt. X.; Luke ix.), in sending out the seventy 
(Luke X.), they are instructed what to do, 
but baptizing is no part of their commission. 
But baptism is a very important, a very so- 
lemn and sacred rite, and if intended to be 
performed by the disciples during our Lord's 
ministry on earth, it would surely have been 
among the commands given to them ; and 
the execution of it would surely have been 
recorded in one or more of the Synoptic 
Gospels. May we not, therefore, justly sus- 
pect a Gospel which pretends that baptism 
was administered during that period ? There 
is indeed, in the Gospel by St. Matthew, a 
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commission given to the disciples to baptize, 
but that commission was one of our Saviour's 
last acts upon earth, a commission given to 
them after his resurrection (Matt, xxviii. 19). 
And we can understand why they should not 
have been authorised to baptize during his 
lifetime. Christian converts were baptized 
in reference to his death. ' Know ye not,, 
that so many of us as were baptized into 
Jesus Christ were baptized into liis death ? ' 
(Eom. vi. 3) — an idea which is faithfully im- 
ported, in Scriptural language, into the beauti- 
ful Collect for Easter Eve. 

It is now proposed to consider some pas- 
sages of the Fourth Gospel, which refer to 
matters in the concluding scenes of our 
Saviour's life. The first of these is the 
anointing at Bethany. It is clear that the 
anointing related in John xii. 3, and that 
reported in Matt. xxvi. 6, 7, and in Mark 
xiv. 3, are one and the same transaction ; and 
that there is no ground for the supposition 
that two difierent women, at the same place, 
and within two or three days of each other, 
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anointed, the one his head, the other his 
feet. The objection made, that the ointment 
might have been sold and given to the poor, 
which appears in all three accounts — the pre- 
cise sum for which it might have been sold, 
three hundred pence, being the same in Mark 
xiv. 5 and in John xii. 5— our Saviour's 
answer in John xii. 7, 8 : 'Against the day 
of my burying hath she kept this. For the 
poor always ye have with you ; but me ye 
have not always ' — ^his answer in Mark xiv. 
7, 8 : ' For ye have the poor with you always, 
and whensoever ye will ye may do them 
good : but me ye have not always. She hath 
done what she could : she is come aforehand 
to anoint my body to the burying' — his 
answer in Matt. xxvi. 11, 12 : ' For ye have 
the poor always with you ; but me ye have 
not always. For in that she hath poured 
this ointment on my body, she did it for 
my burial,' — all point to the conclusion that 
these were not two anointings, but one only. 
Now Matthew and Mark say that the woman 
poured the ointment on our Saviour's head. 
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In the Fourth Gospel it is stated that she 
anointed his feet, which is the act ascribed 
to the woman in the Pharisee's house, in a 
different part of the country, and at an early 
period of our Lord's ministry (Luke vii. 
38-46). To anoint the head with oil was to 
do honour to a guest (Luke vii. 46), and 
therefore was hkely to have been performed 
to our Saviour on the occasion of his being 
entertained at the house of Simon the leper. 
The woman who was a sinner (Luke vii. 37) 
would not presume to anoint his head, but, 
in the excess of her humility, washed his 
feet with tears, and wiped them with the hair 
of her head, and kissed his feet, and anointed 
them with ointment. Upon the whole, it 
seems fair to conjecture that the writer of 
the Fourth Gospel had heard of these two 
transactions in an imperfect manner, and had 
mixed them up together, as St. John, who 
was no doubt present on both occasions, 
would be very unhkely to do. 

There is a remarkable discrepancy in the 
account given of the Last Supper in the 
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Fourth Gospel as compared with that which 
is to be found in the other Gospels. In John 
xiii. this Last Supper is said to have taken 
place before the feast of the Passover ; in the 
other Gospels it is said to be the Passover it- 
self. There can be no mistake on the subject 
There was not one supper before the feast of 
the Passover, another which was the feast 
itself. It was one and the same supper, the 
last of which our Saviour partook with his 
disciples before he suffered. This is dear 
from the incidents which occurred in the 
course of it, or shortly afterwards — ^particu- 
larly those two very striking ones, our Lord's 
telling his disciples that one of them should 
betray him, and his prophesying that Peter 
should deny hitn. Then, the supper in the 
four accounts being one and the same, does 
the Fourth Gospel fix it on the day the Pass- 
over was eaten, or on the preceding day? 
From John xiii. it is clear that this Last 
Supper is made to take place on the pre- 
ceding day. The day of the crucifixion is in 
that Gospel represented as the day on which 
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the Passover was to be celebrated; for the 
Jews, it is said, would not go ' into the judg- 
ment hall, lest they should be defiled,' and 
so prevented eating the Passover (John xviii. 
28). In Matt xxvi. 17, on the day of the 
Last Supper, the disciples ask Jesus, ' Where 
wilt thou that we prepare for thee to eat th6 
Passover ?' and Mark xiv. 12 and Luke xxii. 
7, &c. are to the same ejffect. Therefore, 
unless the Passover was a continued feast, so 
that it might still be said that it was to be 
eaten on the day of the crucifixion, as well 
as on the preceding day, the Fourth Gospel 
is utterly at variance with the three other 
Gospels, and therefore entirely wrong. But 
the Passover was one single feast. The lamb 
was to be kiUed in the evening of the four- 
teenth day (Exod. xii. 6), and to be eaten that 
night. When this was done, the feast of the 
Passover was completed. The whole of the 
seven days was called, not the feast of the 
Passover, but the feast of unleavened bread 
(ibid. 17). The Passover was to be killed 
and eaten on the first of these seven days — 
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that is to say, on the first day of unleavened 
bread. Accordingly, in Matt. xxvi. 17, and 
in Mark xiv. 12, it was on the first day of 
unleavened bread that the disciples asked 
Jesus where it was that they should prepare 
for him to eat the Passover. It is to be ob- 
served that the Apostle John was with those 
who asked this question, and that he was 
one of the two disciples sent to prepare the 
Passover (Luke xxii. 8). He, moreover, was 
present when our Lord said to the twelve, 
' With desire I have desired to eat this Pass- 
over with you before I sufier' (Luke xxii, 15). 
The Passover was, therefore, undoubtedly 
eaten on the evening before the day of the 
crucifixion. But it may be said that, in po- 
pular language, the whole of the seven days 
were called the Passover, or the feast of the 
Passover, and that the statement in John xix. 
14, ' it was the preparation of the Passover,' 
means only that it was Friday-r— the prepara- 
tion day — ^in the Passover week. This may be 
so. And if in John xviii. 28, it had been 
said that the Jews did not enter *into the 
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judgment hall, lest they should be defiled,' 
aiid so prevented keeping the Passover, we 
might understand the Passover as referred 
to in the popular sense of the term. But the 
expression being 'that they might eat the Pass- 
over,' the Passover cannot here be accepted 
in that popular sense of the word, but must 
mean the paschal lamb. The inevitable con- 
clusion, therefore, is that St. John, who took 
part in preparing and eating the Passover the 
evening before the crucifixion, is supposed to 
ignore all this, and to have written a Gospel 
in which the eating of the Passover is repre- 
sented as taking place on the day of the 
crucifixion itself. Such being the glaring in- 
consistency between the Fourth and the other 
Gospels on the subject of the Passover, it is 
no wonder that Dr. Bollinger acknowledges 
that it is difficult to reconcile the conflicting 
statements. The question is, whether they 
are not utterly irreconcilable, and whether 
there is any other way of solving the dif- 
ficulty than by repudiating in toto the au- 
thority of the Fourth Gospel ? 
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The circumstances attending the warning 
to Peter, ' This night, before the cock crow, 
thou shalt deny me thrice,' deserve consi- 
deration, as affording another instance o£ a 
discrepancy between the Fourth and other 
Gospels. In Matthew the following is the 
dialogue which precedes that warning : ' Then 
saith Jesus unto them, All ye shall be offended 
because of me this night ; for it is written, I 
will smite the shepherd, and the sheep of tlie 
flock shall be scattered abroad. But after I 
am risen again, I will go before you into 
Galilee. Peter answered and said unto him^ 
Though all men shall be offended because of 
thee, yet will I never be offended' (Matt. 
xxvi. 31-33). In Mark it is to the same 
effect (Mark xiv. 27-29). In Luke it is dif- 
ferent : ' And the Lord said, Simon, Simon, 
behold, Satan hath desired to have you, that he 
may sift you as wheat : but I have prayed for 
thee, that thy faith fail not : and when thou 
art converted, strengthen thy brethren. And 
he said unto him. Lord, I am ready to go with 
thee, both into prison, and to death ' (Luke 
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xxii. 31-33). Now what is related in this 
Gospel and what is related in the two former 
Gospels is not incongruous. It is an omission, 
on the one part or the other, of what relates 
to the same subject — the weakness and falling 
off of the Apostles. But what is stated in 
the Fourth Gospel as preceding and intro- 
ducing Peter's protestation is absolutely in- 
congruous. It is a perfectly different subject. 
According to John xiii. 31-35, our Saviour is 
speaking, not of all his hearers being 
offended because of him that night — ^not of 
Satan's desiring to sift them like wheat, and 
of our Saviour's praying for Peter's conversion, 
and of his enjoining Peter to strengthen his 
brethren — but of a wholly different matter — 
of the Son of Man being glorified — of his 
being a little while only with them — of his 
going away from them — and of the new 
commandment which he gave them, to love 
one another. Then Peter is stated to have 
asked, ' Lord, whither goest thou ? ' and our 
Saviour is made to answer, 'Whither I go, 
thou canst not follow me now ; but thou shalt 
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follow me afterwards.' To which Peter re- 
phes, 'Lord, why cannot I follow thee now? ' 
Not a word of which, or anything Hke it, or 
anything Kkely to be connected with it, is to 
be found in any one of the other Gospels. 
It may also be remarked, that Matthew, one 
of the persons present, states that this took 
place after our Lord and his Apostles had 
gone out into the Mount of Olives (Matt. xxvi. 
30) ; and in Mark xiv. 26 we find a similar 
statement. According to the Fourth Gospel, 
St. John, who was also present, makes it to 
occur before our Saviour and the Eleven left 
the scene of the Last Supper (John xiii. 31). 
And the whole of the subsequent discourse 
in the fourteenth chapter is related to have 
been pronounced by our Lord before they 
rose from the supper-table. Here, therefore, 
we have, in the Fourth Gospel, a discrepancy 
not only with regard to the subject-matter of 
our Lord's address to Peter, but also of the 
time and place of uttering it. 

We now come to the time of the Cruci- 
fixion. According to Matthew, our Lord 
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was nailed to the cross some time before the 
sixth hour of the day ; and ' from the sixth 
hour there was darkness over all the land 
unto the ninth hour ' (Matt, xxvii. 45). St. 
Mark fixes the time more precisely : he says, 
* And it was the third hour, and they cruci- 
fied him ' (Mark xv. 25). * And when the 
sixth hour was come, there was darkness 
over the whole land until the ninth hour ' 
(ibid. 33). Now, according to the Fourth 
Gospel, it was about the sixth hour when 
Jesus was still before Pilate (John xix. 14). 
This discrepancy, making all allowance for 
the loose manner in which time may be 
mentioned, is still very considerable, and, 
therefore, to reconcile the difiering state- 
ments, it has been suggested by some com- 
mentators that St. John did not name the 
hours of the day after the Jewish mode of 
reckoning, but after some other mode. This 
is at least a plausible solution of the diffi- 
culty ; and if time was computed in such a 
manner at Ephesus as, in point of fact, to 
afford a foundation for the suggestion, then 
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the objection is one that ought not to be 
insisted upon. 

Among the surrounding circumstances of 
the Crucifixion, as stated in the Fourth 
Gospel, Mary the mother of Jesus is said to 
have stood by his cross, in company with 
her sister, ' Mary the wife of Cleophas, and 
Mary Magdalene ' (John xix. 25). In no one 
of the other Gospels is there any mention of 
Mary the mother of Jesus being present at the 
Crucifixion, or of her assisting with the other 
women in preparing spices and ointments to 
do honour to his remains ; nor, indeed, of 
her being at Jerusalem at all at this period. 
In St. Matthew's Gospel certain women are 
spoken of, not as standing by the cross, but 
as being there 'beholding afar off' (Matt. 
xxvii. 55) ; and Mark xv. 40 is to the same 
effect. But in the Fourth Gospel two of 
these women are represented as standing by 
the cross, together with the mother of Jesus. 
As to the spot on which they were standing, 
there is therefore a disagreement. But, 
passing this by, let us come to the material 
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point stated in this Gospel — namely, that the 
mother of Jesus was standing by his cross 
near enough to be addressed by him. Now, 
was this possible? Was it possible that a 
mother could stand by to witness the tor-* 
tures and agonies of her son — tortures and 
agonies which it was not in her power to 
reheve or assuage? Such an incident ap- 
pears to be untrue to nature. Those who 
think otherwise — those who think a mother 
could stand by and look upon the intolerable 
anguish of a beloved son, will of course see 
nothing in this objection to the Fourth 
Gospel. 

On the night of the Last Supper, our Lord 
said to the disciples, ' After I am risen again, 
I will go before you into Galilee' (Matt, 
xxvi. 32). The angel who appeared to Mary 
Magdalene, and the other Mary, at the sepul- 
chre, said to them, ' Behold, he goeth before 
you into Galilee ; there shall ye see him.' 
And to the same women our Lord said, ' Go 
tell my brethren that they go into Galilee, 
and there shall they see me ' (Matt, xxviii. 
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7, 10 ; see also Mark xvi. 7). Now, with 
these injunctions to the disciples to proceed 
into Galilee, and with this assurance that 
they would see Jesus there, can we believe 
that they would tarry at Jerusalem a moment . 
longer than their religious duties detained 
them there ? The feast of unleavened bread, 
including the Passover, lasted seven days. 
On the eighth day they would no doubt set 
off on their return to Galilee. And yet, ac- 
cording to the Fourth Gospel, disregarding 
the command of our Saviour to go into Gali- 
lee, disregarding his promise to meet them 
there, they are stiU at Jerusalem on the 
eleventh day, three days after the termination 
of the feast (John xx. 26). 

There is another objection to the account 
in the Fourth Gospel of this occurrence, 
founded upon the language of Thomas in 
addressing our Saviour, ' My Lord and my 
God.' Now this latter appellation was not 
at that time, nor for many years afterwards, 
addressed to Christ. There may be one or 
two passages in St. Paul's Epistles, written 
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« 

thirty years after the death of Christ, in which 
the name of 'God' appears to be used in 
reference to the Son. But in the early apos- 
tolic times, this title was given to the Father 
only. St. Stephen's dying words were, * Lord 
Jesus, receive my spirit.' St. Paul, although 
he ascribed divine powers to Christ, and as- 
sociated him with God the Father in the 
heavenly blessings bestowed upon Christians, 
invariably distinguished the one from the 
other in the titles attributed to them. This 
is the language he makes use of: ' Grace be 
unto you, and peace, from God our Father, 
and from the Lord Jesus Christ ' (1 Cor. i. 3 ; 
2 Cor. i. 2) ; and the same in several other 
Epistles : * Grace, mercy, and peace from God 
our Father, and Jesus Christ our Lord.' 
' The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and 
the love of God, and the communion of the 
Holy Ghost, be with you all.' Ascribing to 
the Apostle Thomas, therefore, the use of the 
title ' God,' as applied to our Saviour, was an 
anachronism which is sufficient of itself to 
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cast discredit upon this passage in the Fourth 
Gospel. 

There is an observation to be made upon 
the language of the Fourth Gospel — not per- 
haps so important as some of the preceding 
considerations — ^but, still, one which is entitled 
to some weight. It is this — that there runs 
throughout the whole of it a suspicious mi- 
nuteness and particularity very different from 
tlie honest and easy carelessness of the other 
Evangelists. The following are two among 
many instances of what is here referred to : 
' The servant's name was Malchus.' ' One of 
the servants of the High Priest, being his 
kinsman whose ear Peter cut off ' (John xviii. 
10, 26). We cannot, of course, in the majority 
of these instances, pronounce an opinion 
whether the statements are accurate or not. 
But there is one which shows the danger of 
being too exact : it is in John i. 44, where 
Bethsaida is mentioned as ' the city of Andrew 
and Peter.' From Luke iv. 38, it appears 
that Peter's house was at Capernaum, and 
therefore, whatever might be the case with 
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regard to Andrew, Bethsaida was not the 
city of Peter. This is a mistake that St. 
John could not have made. 

A marked peculiarity in our Lord's mode 
of expressing himself, according to the Fourth 
Gospel, is in the use of the double affirmative 
— ' Verily, verily.' Now, in the other Gospels 
he is represented as invariably employing the 
single affirmative — 'Verily.' In Matt. xxvi. 34 
he says to Peter : ' Verily I say unto thee. 
That this night, before the cock crow, thou 
shalt deny me thrice.' The corresponding 
passage in John xiii. 38 is : ' Verily, verily, I 
say unto thee. The cock shall not crow, till 
thou hast denied me thrice.' In Matt. xxvi. 
21 : ' Verily I say unto you, that one of you 
shall betray me ;' in John xiii. 21 : ' Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, that one of you shall 
betray me.' These instances are the more 
striking, because each writer professes to speak 
to the same transaction, and to relate what 
was said in his presence. But there is the 
same contrast throughout, in every part of 
our Saviour's public Ufe, between the Three 
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Gospels on the one hand and the Fourth 
Gospel on the other. If he uniformly and 
invariably made use of the terms 'Verily, 
verily,' can it be that Matthew, who was his 
constant follower for the greater part of his 
three years' ministry, and that the informants 
of Mark and Luke (no doubt his constant 
followers also) should have represented him 
as using the simple ' Verily ' alone ? On the 
other hand, can it be believed that John, who 
was called before Matthew, and who was still 
more than Matthew our Saviour's constant 
follower and companion, should have heard 
him in all his discourses using the simple 
aflSrmative 'Verily' — ^which no doubt was 
the expression he did make use of — and 
should in every instance represent him as 
using the double ' Verily, verily ' ? Is it pos- 
sible that he could so misrepresent what was 
a personal peculiarity in our Lord, for the 
idle purpose of giving greater emphasis to 
the expression ? It is impossible that St. John 
could have done this, and therefore it is im- 
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possible that he could have written the Fourth 
Gospel. 

If this is the fair result of all the foregoing 
considerations, and we can come to the con- 
clusion that some other person was the author 
of this Gospel, the conviction that it is so will 
be a certain comfort and satisfaction to those 
who have felt an insuperable repugnance to 
believing some of the miracles related in it. 
We are not obliged to give credence to all 
that it sets forth, as we should feel constrained 
to do if it were undoubtedly the work of an 
inspired Apostle ; and we are now at Hberty 
to criticise what we read in it. Among the 
subjects which are pecuUarly open to criticism 
are the two following miracles — 1. The water 
turned into wine ; 2. The heaUng of the im- 
potent man at the Pool of Bethesda. 

With regard to the first of these — ^the 
turning of water into wine — ^it is to be ob- 
served that the mother of Jesus appears 
beforehand to have been aware that he was 
about to perform this miracle. She is made 
to say to him, ' They have no wine,' and to 
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the servants, ' Whatsoever he saith iinto you, 
do it ' (John ii. 3, 5). Now, this anticipation 
on her part seems to be highly improbable, 
especially if ' this beginning of miracles ' 
(ibid. 11) means that he never worked a 
miracle before. But there is a stiU greater 
objection to the history of this miracle. It 
is not in character with the ordinary course 
of the miracles which our Lord performed 
for the benefit of others. All other miracles 
of this class were works of charity, compas- 
sion, and benevolence. In feeding the five 
thousand and the four thousand, he supplied 
what is indispensable for the support of life, 
and it was our Lord's sympathy with the 
wants and necessities of the people that in- 
duced him to work these miracles : ' I have 
compassion on the multitude, because they 
continue with me now three days, and have 
nothing to eat : and I wiU not send them 
away fasting, lest they faint in the way' 
(Matt. XV. 32). But the guests at a marriage- 
feast, who had probably abundance of food, 
were surely not objects of compassion be- 
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cause the supply of wine fell short ; nor is it 
likely that a miracle would be worked by 
our Lord in order to give them what, as 
regards the essential wants of human nature, 
must be considered, comparatively at least, 
as a luxury and a superfluity. 

The account of the miracle said to be per- 
formed at the Pool of Bethesda (John v.) 
carries this objection on the face of it — ^that 
it requires us to believe the legend of an 
angel going down at a certain season into the 
pool and troubling the water, the effect of 
which was, that whoever first stepped into 
the water — and the first only, no other — 
* was made whole of whatsoever disease he 
had.' It is true that the passage which re- 
lates this legend has been thought by some 
not to be genuine. But there still remains 
the speech of the impotent man — ' I have no 
man, when the water is troubled, to put me 
into the pool: but while I am coming, another 
steppeth down before me ' (John v. 7) — ^which 
speech implies and refers to the legend. 

It is not necessary to dwell on the subject of 
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the ' woman taken in adultery * (Jolin viii.). 
K all the rest of the Fourth Gospel were un- 
questionably authentic, this incident would 
fitill be open to objection. It does not har- 
monise with the general scope and aim of 
this Gospel, which is to prove ' that Jesus was 
the Christ ' (John xx. 31) ; and it has always 
been a narrative mawimh suspecta. 

But the restoration of sight to the man 
bom bUnd (John ix.) calls for a word or two. 
It is not likely that our Lord, in working a 
miracle of this nature, would perform it, as 
he is stated to have done, by making clay, 
and anointing the blind man's eyes with the 
day. This is not consistent with his uniform 
practice as set forth in the other Gospels, that 
practice being founded on the principle that 
all his miracles were performed by force of 
certain virtue that was in his own person, and 
which virtue, by means of word or touch, or 
both, acted on the object of his mirpxiulous 
interference, and effected a cure, without the 
possibihty of such cure being attributed to 
anything except our Lord's own divine na- 
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ture and essence. The earth was a foreign 
substance, which he would not have called 
in to aid, or to appear to aid, in effecting the 
cure. And the objection is equally strong to 
the supposed direction, 'Go, wash in the pool 
of Siloam' (John ix. 7) ; for certainly, by the 
multitude, some peculiar virtue would have 
been ascribed to the water of the Pool of 
Siloam, just as, in the cure of the ten lepers, 
who were directed to go and show themselves 
to the priest, a portion of the merit of the 
cure would, by the vulgar, have no doubt been 
attributed to that appearing before the priest, 
and to the priestly presence, if it had not 
been made manifest, by the return of one 
of the ten, that our Lord's simple word had 
healed them. 

In coming to the conclusion that the Fourth 
Gospel was not written by an Apostle, some of 
us must also feel a certain rehef in not being 
bound to accept, as the words of our Lord, 
those which he is stated to have addressed 
to the eleven on the evening of the day of the 
Kesurrection : ' Keceive ye the Holy Ghost : 
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Whose soever sins ye remit, they are remitted 
unto them ; and whose soever sins ye retain, 
they are retained' (John xx. 22, 23). It 
would not be necessary to make any further 
remarks on this subject, if it were not that 
these words are introduced into the Service 
for Ordaining Priests in the Church of Eng- 
land. They are thus introduced without 
being varied in any way, so as to convert 
them into a prayer, or wish that, the person 
addressed may be endowed with the Holy 
Spirit ; but, as the expression ' Eeceive ye 
the Holy Ghost' undoubtedly imported, if 
used by our Lord, that he communicated the 
Holy Ghost to the Apostles, so, when adopted 
in the Ordination Service, it must import 
that an uninspired bishop, by the laying on 
of hands, conveys the Holy Ghost to the 
candidates for priest's orders, and that, as our 
Saviour gave power to the eleven to forgive 
sins, so he (an uninspired man) confers upon 
those candidates the same power of for- 
giving sins. The only way of eluding this 
.conclusion is by asserting that the words are 
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td be taken in a non-natural sense. But, 
suppose them to have been addressed to the 
eleven Apostles, would these plain unsophisti- 
cated men — ' unlearned and ignorant men ' — 
have so understood them ? There were, no 
doubt, many of our Lord's sayings which the 
common-sense of his hearers would tell them 
were not to be accepted literally, but in a 
qusdified meaning. When he said to his 
disciples, ' If any man come to me, and hate 
not his father, and mother, and wife, and 
children, and brethren^ and sisters, yea, and 
his own life also, he cannot be my disciple,' 
the least intelligent of his hearers must have 
known that the words were not to be taken 
in their literal sense. In another instance, 
where the disciples were likely to fall into 
error by putting a literal construction upon 
what he said — namely, where he told them 
how hard it was for a rich man to enter into 
the kingdom of heaven- — ^he condescended to 
guide them to the proper construction of the 
words, by adding, ' How hardly shall they 
that trust in riches enter into the kingdom of 
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heaven!' Whether the words of Scripture 
are to be taken in their fiill hteral extreme 
meaning, on the one hand, or in a figurative 
and qualified meaning on the other, must 
depend on the subject-matter of the parti- 
cular passage ; and the question is one which 
the common-sense of hearers and readers 
tnust decide. Now, in the passage here 
tinder consideration, *Eeceive ye the Holy 
Ghost : Whose soever sins ye remit, they are 
remitted tmto them ; and whose soever sins 
ye retain, they are ^retained,' it has never 
been attempted to deny the force and mean- 
ing of the first clause, ' Eeceive ye the Holy 
Ghost.' And with regard to the rest of the 
passage, common-sense and reason seem to 
require that it should be taken literally, as 
importing a power to clear a sinner fi:om his 
guilt, or to leave him unabsolved. The 
power to do this must be an extraordinary 
gift of the Holy Spirit, just as extraordinary 
as the power to heal bodily disease and in- 
firmity. Supposing the passage in question 
to be genuine, the power of conferring this 
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extraordinary gift must stand on the same 
footing as the power of conferring all other 
extraordinary gifts of the Spirit. Of course, 
it may be admitted that the faculty of confer- 
ring all such extraordinary gifts in general — 
that is, of imparting the Holy Ghost by the 
laying on of hands — was a faculty possessed 
and exercised by the Apostles of our Lord. 
But Apostles alone were invested with this 
authority. There is no instance in Scripture 
of its being done by anyone who did not fill 
the office of an Apostle. And what occurred 
in the city of Samaria, as related in Acts viii., 
confirms and establishes this proposition. 
Philip the Deacon preached the Gospel to the 
inhabitants of that city, performed miracles 
of heahng there, and baptized the converts. 
But, for the purpose of bestowing upon them 
the gift of the Holy Ghost, the presence of 
an Apostle appears to have been necessary, 
and Peter and John were sent from Jeru- 
salem, and ' laid their hands on them, and 
they received the Holy Ghost.' If none but 
Apostles could do this, then the cessation of 
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miracles is satisfactorily accounted for, since 
the power of performing them would expire 
with the life of the last of those on whom 
some Apostle had laid his hands. 

If the above remarks are well-founded, 
then it will appear that in any case, whether 
the words in the Fourth Gospel, 'Kieceive 
ye the Holy Ohost,' are genuine or not — 
whether they were really uttered by our 
Lord or not, it is an unwarrantable assump- 
tion on the part of anyone, not being an 
Apostle, to pretend to impart the Holy Spirit 
by the imposition of hands. With regai'd to 
the remission or retaining of sins, it is to be 
observed that in no part of the New Testa- 
ment does it appear that the Apostles, or 
any one of them, ever exercised the power, 
or claimed to be possessed of it. De non 
apparentibus ei de non existentibiis eadeni est 
ratio ; and if they did not exercise this 
power, we may fairly conclude that they did 
not possess it. And such non-exercise and 
non-claim, on their part, necessarily lead to 
the conclusion that the words in question 
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were never uttered by our Lord, and never 
recorded by St. John, but were the invention 
of some later writer, as in all probability was 
the whole of this Gospel, with the exception 
of those passages that are to be found in 
some one of the other Gospels. 
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